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Alberta  Fire  Review  ’98 
Addendum  to  Final  Report 


This  addendum  is  prepared  to  present  additional  information  and  analysis  carried  out 
subsequent  to  the  December  14,  1999  final  report.  Information  and  analysis  included 
relates  to  the  following  items: 

• Level  of  commitment  to  the  Forest  Protection  Program  by  sectors  outside  of 
the  Land  and  Forest  Service  (LFS). 

• New  initiatives  for  improvement  carried  out  by  sectors  outside  of  the  LFS. 

• Policy  issues  related  to  the  level  of  involvement  by  sectors  outside  of  the  LFS. 

• Specific  items  identified  in  the  original  terms  of  reference  as  identified  by  the 
steering  committee  as  requiring  consideration. 

• Additional  items  identified  by  the  steering  committee 

The  information  items  are  presented  in  the  following  sections.  Results  of  this  additional 
information  and  analysis  do  not  affect  conclusions  or  recommendations  presented  in  the 
report. 


A.  Resource  commitment  by  sectors  outside  the  LFS 

Exhibit  1 summarizes  estimates  of  resources  committed  to  the  forest  protection  program 
by  sectors  outside  of  the  Land  and  Forest  Service.  The  “outside”  sectors  are  grouped  as 
the  forest  industry,  oil/gas  industry,  local  governments  and  other  sectors  (mining,  rail, 
power,  etc.)  These  estimates  are  based  on  interviews,  discussions  and  additional 
information  provided  by  individual  firms.  The  estimates  are  extrapolated  to  each  sector  as 
a whole  in  an  effort  to  portray  the  scale  of  commitments  and  involvement  and  are  not 
intended  to  represent  an  exact  accounting  of  resource  deployment.  The  information 
presented  represents  an  approximation  of  resource  commitments  over  and  above  those 
that  the  Crown  manages  and/or  funds. 
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Exhibit  1 

Estimate  of  annual  activity/resource  commitment  by  sectors  outside  of  the  LFS 

Resources Forest  industry Oil/gas  industry Local  government Other  sectors 

Human  resources  • 76  man  months  Initial  • 6 man  months  Initial  • 6 man  months  overhead  • Occasional  provision  of 
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Information  and  estimates  applied  to  exhibit  1 largely  reflect  information  and  behaviour 
in  the  1998  and  1999  fire  seasons.  It  should  be  noted  that  during  low  fire  seasons,  the 
commitments  and  contributions  to  the  forest  protection  program  could  be  quite  different. 


B.  New  initiatives  by  sectors  outside  of  the  LFS 

Many  of  the  new  initiatives  identified  with  the  Land  and  Forest  Service  involve  sectors 
outside  of  government  in  direct  and  indirect  ways.  Examples  of  this  are  the  establishment 
of  the  Alberta  Forest  Protection  Advisory  Committee,  the  development  of  landscape  fire 
management  approaches  and  the  implementation  of  LFS/industry  liaison  positions  at 
local  areas. 

In  addition  to  these  initiatives  led  by  the  LFS,  a number  of  other  initiatives  can  be 
considered  as  potential  improvements  to  the  forest  protection  program  overall.  These  are: 

1 . Supplementary  fire  crews 

A number  of  forest  products  firms  have  endeavored  to  supplement  the  provincial 
fire  fighting  capability  by  maintaining  initial  attack  and  sustained  action  crews 
themselves,  in  preparation  for  new  wildfire  starts.  Typically,  these  crews  are 
organized  and  brought  on  standby  when  hazards  and  risk  are  higher  and  costs  are 
covered  by  the  company.  Some  of  these  crews  are  employed  throughout  the  fire 
season.  If  and  when  crews  are  used  on  fire  suppression  activities,  costs  associated 
directly  with  a wildfire  are  typically  reimbursed  from  the  forest  protection  budget  by 
government. 

2.  Supplementary  detection 

While  the  forest  industry  (and  all  sectors  involved  in  field  operations)  occasionally 
detect  fires  coincidentally  with  their  day  to  day  activities,  a number  of  firms  have 
established  initiatives  to  enhance  detection  efforts  during  periods  of  critical  hazard 
and  risk. 

Elements  of  this  initiative  include: 

• Adding  fixed  wing  and/or  rotary  wing  “loaded”  aerial  patrols  during 
periods  of  high  hazard  and  risk. 

• Developing  and  maintaining  communication  and  reporting  protocols  for 
industry  staff  to  report  fires  when  detected. 
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3.  Partners  in  Protection 


Though  Partners  in  Protection,  as  a program,  is  led  by  the  Land  and  Forest  Service 
it  also  involves  local  governments  and  industry  participants.  This  program  is  truly 
an  example  of  productive  partnerships  that  work.  Led  by  the  LFS,  education  and 
prevention  initiatives  are  implemented  through  projects  such  as: 

• Hazard  reduction  activities  surrounding  communities. 

• Community  education  regarding  fire  prevention. 

• Education  and  hazard  reduction  related  to  homes  located  in  the 
wildland/urban  interface. 


C.  Incident  command  system 

Over  the  course  of  interviews  with  wildfire  experts  and  upon  an  evaluation  ^fire 
management  alternatives,  the  concept  of  using  the  Incident  Command  System  in  Alberta 
was  addressed. 

The  Incident  Command  System  (ICS)  was  developed  in  the  U.S.  primarily  for  the  purpose 
of  managing  multiple  jurisdictional  issues  and  for  coordinating  more  than  one  agency 
responsible  for  fire  control.  Given  the  situations  in  Alberta  of  having  one  primary  forest 
protection  agency  and  given  the  direction  of  government  to  maintain  this  single  primary 
; j agency  approach  to  forest  protection,  the  ICS  is  not  relevant.  We  would  recommend 
II  against  adopting  the  ICS  in  Alberta. 


D.  Air  operations  in  large  fires 

Utilization  and  effectiveness  of  aircraft  on  large  fires  was  flagged  as  an  issue  by  the 
steering  committee  for  both  the  1998  and  1999  fire  seasons.  Attempts  were  made  to 
collect  data  on  aircraft  utilization  on  large  fires  in  1998  as  well  as  in  1995  and  earlier. 
The  intent  was  to  compare  aircraft  utilization  in  the  different  years  and  evaluate 
differences.  It  was  predicted  that  aircraft  utilization,  especially  light  and  medium  rotary 
wing  aircraft,  dramatically  increased  in  1998  and  related  to  the  need  to  transport  fireline 
crews  from  centralized  base  camps  to  the  fireline,  and  to  transport  meals  from  base  camp 
to  firefighters  on  the  line. 

1 1 Data  was  not  available  from  the  LFS  for  this  analysis,  largely  as  a result  of  difficulties 
[[  associated  with  data  entry  to  the  FIRES  system.  The  lack  of  data  makes  it  impossible  to 
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analyze  the  issue,  though  it  is  still  a matter  in  need  of  investigation,.  We  recommend  that 
II  the  LFS  follow-up  on  this  issue  by  compiling  aircraft  utilization  statistics  by  fire  and 
(|  analyzing  differences  between  fire  seasons. 


E.  Overhead  team  resources 


An  issue  respecting  the  level  of  training  and  expertise,  particularly  with  overhead 
positions,  was  identified  and  analyzed  in  Part  I of  the  report.  Recommendations  on  the 
level  of  firefighter  resources  needed  in  the  province  were  made  in  Part  II  of  the  report. 
While  specific  recommendations  were  not  made  regarding  the  optimum  level  of  overhead 
resources  needed  in  Alberta,  it  was  recognized  that  the  province’s  capabilities  regarding 
overhead  team  members  needed  to  improve. 


Based  on  ratios  of  overhead  team  members  to  firefighters  in  other  jurisdictions,  and 
considering  past  ratios  in  the  Land  and  Forest  Service,  estimates  of  the  level  of  overhead 
team  resources  can  be  presented  for  consideration  by  the  LFS. 


a)  Fireboss  I and  II  members — approximately  110  to  130  fireboss  I and  II  certified 
individuals  should  be  available  if  the  firefighter  force  in  Alberta  is  increased 
according  to  recommendations  49  and  50.  Individuals  at  the  FB  I and  II  levels 
in  1999  were  reported  by  the  LFS  as  96.  Sixty  Fireboss  I and  II  positions  were 
reported  in  1997. 

b)  Sectorboss  members — approximately  155  to  175  sectorboss  certified  individuals 
should  be  available  if  the  firefighter  strength  is  increased  as  recommended.  . 
Certified  individuals  at  the  sectorboss  level  in  1999  were  reported  by  the  LFS  as 
170.  Eighty-two  such  positions  were  reported  in  1997. 


c) 


Other  overhead  team  members — positions  such  as  Plans  Chief  and  Service 
Chief  follow  the  level  of  resourcing  established  by  fireboss  and  sectorboss 
positions.  Given  that  current  estimates  for  overhead  team  member  levels 
presented  in  Parts  “a)”  and  “b)”  (above)  are  equal  to  or  greater  than  levels  in 
1992  and  1993,  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  service  chief,  plans  chief  and  other 
overhead  members  required  would  approximate  1993  levels. 


F.  Alberta  Firenet  initiative 

The  Alberta  Firenet  initiative  was  addressed  in  Part  1 of  the  report  and  it  was 
recommended  that  the  initiative  be  considered  a priority  in  the  1999/2000  fiscal  year. 
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This  initiative  is  critical  to  the  success  of  the  forest  protection  program.  An  adequate 
communication  system  is  essential  for  safety  and  efficiency  purposes,  particularly 
considering  the  increased  level  of  participation  by  industry  and  imported  resources. 

The  current  radio  communications  system  is  insufficient  to  meet  the  demands  of  forest 
protection  today,  and  the  task  force  dealing  with  this  issue  have  made  some  very  valid 
and  constructive  recommendations.  This  initiative  must  be  considered  a high  priority. 


G.  Fire  Management  Agreements  (FMA) 

As  the  issue  of  fire  management  agreements  was  assessed  as  part  of  the  program  review, 
a concern  was  raised  regarding  the  limitation  of  liability  in  quota  fire  control  agreements. 
This  issue  appeared  to  be  limited  to  specific  circumstances  rather  than  representing  a 
provincial  level  program  issue. 
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The  concern  expressed  was  that  liability  for  damages  caused  by  quota  holders  in  the 
course  of  carrying  out  prescribed  burning  is  not  limited  in  any  way,  as  it  is  for  FMA  fire 
management  agreements.  Should  a prescribed  bum  run  out  of  control,  the  quota  holder 
would  potentially  be  liable  for  all  damages,  even  if  the  prescribed  bum  was  approved  by 
the  LFS  and  the  bum  carried  out  according  to  all  terms  and  conditions.  This  is  in  contrast 
to  FMA  holders  carrying  out  the  same  activity.  FMA  holders  have  a limited  liability  f 
clause  in  their  fire  management  agreement  which  protects  them  in  the  event  of  escaped 
fires. 


) 


There  is  the  possibility  that  excessive  risk  to  quota  holders  impacts  the  use  of  this 
silvicultural  tool.  While  this  issue  was  brought  up  in  a very  focused/narrow  context,  it 
warrants  further  investigation  by  the  LFS.  Quota  holders  interviewed,  who  recognized 
this  issue,  strongly  believe  that  a new  and  more  comprehensive  fire  management 
agreement  with  quota  holders  needs  to  be  developed.  <. 
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H.  Enhancements  to  the  Forest  Protection  Program 


Work  is  currently  being  carried  out  by  the  Forest  Industry  Subcommittee  regarding  the 
definition  of  forest  protection  activities  that  are  over  and  above  mandated  responsibilities. 
This  work  will  support  the  recommendation  made  in  part  2 (recommendation  34)  that 
protection  charges  be  reduced  for  companies  that  carry  out  activities  aimed  at  reducing 
the  risk  of  loss  due  to  wildfire.  The  forest  industry  strongly  supports  a policy  specifying 
that  protection  charges  be  reduced  in  recognition  of  extra  forest  protection  work  and  the 
associated  costs  incurred  by  industry.  A suggestion  is  that  eligible  work,  as  defined  by 
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the  Land  and  Forest  Service,  be  credited  towards  protection  fees  in  the  following  fiscal 
year. 

In  addition  to  reducing  protection  charges  as  an  incentive  for  enhancements,  other 
possibilities  exist  to  encourage  industry  initiatives  in  the  program.  One  possibility  is  the 
application  of  carbon  credits  to  companies  that  carry  out  additional  forest  protection 
activities  or  that  participate  in  effective  forest  prevention  programs  (i.e.,  under  the 
Partners  in  Protection  program).  Such  an  opportunity  would  potentially  benefit  sectors 
such  as  oil/gas,  mining,  utilities  and  other,  in  addition  to  benefiting  the  public.  Such 
opportunities  would  need  to  be  discussed  with  the  federal  government. 


I.  Internal  LFS  communications 

The  issue  of  internal  communication  was  addressed  in  Chapter  IX  of  the  final  report  as  an 
area  related  primarily  to  the  clarification  of  roles  and  responsibilities  throughout  the 
organization.  It  is  believed  that  clearer  roles,  and  more  direct  lines  of  accountability  and 
authority  will  enhance  internal  communication.  This  is  also  addressed  in  Chapter  XVI — 
“Organization  And  Structure”,  whereby  accountability  and  responsibility  can  be  linked  to 
communication. 

Internal  communization  is  accomplished  in  a number  of  ways  within  the  LFS  including: 

• Circulation  of  paper  memorandum,  directives  and  policy  statements. 

• Distribution  of  policy  and  procedure  manuals. 

• E-mail  messages. 

• Internet  postings. 

• District  and  regional  meetings. 

There  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  that  the  means  of  communication  is  an  issue  within  the 
LFS.  Communication  naturally  breaks  down  when  individuals  are  unsure  of  their  role,  or 
are  unfamiliar  with  their  responsibility  and  accountability.  Clarification  of  these  critical 
items  will  foster  improved  communications. 
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